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Number of Governmental Units

14 State-designated Regional Planning Commiissions

- Untold number of other regional entities {some are subsets of state
government, most are not)

1856 Local Governments

« 83 Counties .o

» 1240 Townships e

s 256 Villuges s

s 277 Cities waz

456 Special Authorities rouz,ck

845 Public Schools

» 57 Intermediate School Districts .-,

« 553 Traditional Public School Districts se:.

« 237 Charter. Schools -

3 ] 7 ] TOTAL {not zaunting other regicnal entiti=s)

Number of Governmental Units (continved)

« The total number of local governments in Michigan (1856) is unusual
nationally, but not unique in the Midwest and Mid-Atlantic states. The
average state has only 300-500 local units of government and most
public services are provided by counties and cities.

in the Midwest, Minnesota and Pennsylvania have more units of local
government than Michigan, white lllinois has more school districts and
far more special districts (2,249 occording to the US Census Bureau)-

Public Act:258 of 2011 (SB 8) creates the Municipal Partnership Act
1o authorize two or more focal governments, or one or more local
governments and a public agency, fo enter into a contract to form a
joint endeavor that could exercise the functions of the local
government or. public agency. PA 258 will increase the number of
special districts and authorities in Michigan, as has been the trend for
several decades.
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Regional Service Provision

Brecik this down starting at the regional level for first sub-state service
providers

Big ''R¥ regions are state-designated regional planning commissions

Little “r” regions are entitiesithat provide services on a regional basis (to
more than just a few units of local government], but are not designated by
the state to perform those services and may ormay not receive state or
federal funds to provide regional services (e.g. Huron Clinton Metro Parks
Authority, or various aitport authorities, efc.)

“|n-between-ers®’ are private or quasi-governmental entities that provide
cervices on a regional basis, and are officially recognized by the state ancl
may receive state and/or federaf funds for specific purposes (e.g. workforce
boards, MEDC economic development partners, etc.)

Geographic Distribution of
Regional Planning Commissions

Big “R” state-designated regions
Where they are
= Map of.geography served
What they do
» Table of; Activities
Who they serve
« Regional population map
» Table of regional population

How they are authorized (later)
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Geographic Distribution of

Local Governments

* Where they are
+ Counties map
» Townships map
* Villages mop
« Cities map
* Who they serve
* Population map
« Geopolitical map
+ 350 jurisdictions > 5,000 population
+ 31 jurisdictions > 50,000 population
» What they do (later)

Counties Map
(83)
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;‘
‘ Townships Map
i (1240)

Villages Map
(256)
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Cities Map (277)

State Population
Distribution
(AN KC))

{accentuates the rural
populationtbecau
urban dots are onitop

of cachiother)




County Population Map (2010)

ustrates the real
population
distribution by
showing how much
larger the
population in
Wayne, Oakland
& Macomb
{(hidden) s,
compared to other
counties

Geopolitical
Distribution
Map

« Characteriza-
tion of
Michigan's
Population by
County, Based
on Relative
Population Size

Or. What
Michigon
Would Look
Like if County
Area
Corresponded
to Relative
Population Size

1/26/2012



o
Michigan has 350 P

TR . _/"'ri/.f/”'
Jurisdictions with <= Jl,w i
> 5,000 \“i} 1

Population (out of

1773 citics, villages

and townships)

2010 Popuiation
Cities
& Sk-less than 50
{) 50k snd Grastar
Townships
v Sk-Lets than 50K
M 50k and Greater

Structure of Planning & Zoning in Mich.

» State level =
+ Is presently nostate planning office to coordinate state agency, regional
and local planning and zoning, and reloted economic development and
infrastructure investments. Similarly there is no set of state goals to guide
planning and Jecision-making in these arends.

Has been no state planning office since 1981. Many stafes do have such an
office.

There was a State Planning Commission from mid-thirties to early sixties. It
was very well regarded for its work in the 1930’ and 1940's.

Without a state planning office, coordination between state agencies,
regions and local governments is limited to parficular topics (such as
transportation projects, parks and recreation, housing, etc.). An alternative
structure could be comprehensive state initiatives involving many stafe
departments around land use, infrastructure and economic development.

1/26/2012
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Structure of Planning & Zoning in Mich.

. Before. -- initialty at the local jevel it was:
City or Village Zoning, PA 207 of 1921
Municipal Planning Act, PA 285 of 1931
County. Zoning Act, PA 183 of 1943
Township Zoning Act, PA 184 of 1943
County Planning Act, PA 282 of 1945
Township Planning Act, PA 168 of 1959
Muajor. ZEA amendments in 1978
+ presently, -- Cansolidated {ocal planning and zoning authority for local
governments in 2006-2008
+ Michigan Zoning Enabling Act, consolidation of ail three ZEAs in 20006,
updated in 2008
+ Michigan Planning Enabling Act, consolidation of oll three PEAs in 2008

Regional Planning Structure

Three different statutes to guide Regional Planning
1945 Regional Planning Commission Act, PA 281 of 1945
» Examples ofilocally created regional planning commissions include:
« Tri-County Regional Rlanning Commission
+ Predecessor to SEMCOG
State was the redason many regional planning commissions were
created in late 1960's and early 1970’s
» Romney & Milliken administrations: state-designated regional planning

COMMISSIONs 1
« General funding ended in early 1980's when federal 701 funds ended

County. or Regional Economic Development Act, PA 46 of 1966
Metropolitan Councils Act, PA 292 of 1989

« Grand Valley Metro Council isinot.a state-designated regional planning
commission but is a designated Metropolitan Planning Qrganization

(MPQO)
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Federal-Regional Connections Growing

Presumptioniis that state-regional connections guide regional service
provision by Big «p” ond Little *'r regional service agencies (how it

used to be)

But the reafity is that most connections now are local-regional-
federal for state designatec! regional planning commissions and

federal-regional-local for other regional s
education, ancl economic

like workforce development, adult

ervice provision agencies

development planning. Note the lack of a state connection.

Transportation is the exception in that it is

really a federal-state-

regional-local partnership to implement federal transportation

programs that has strong state involvement

. Some fransportation services are provided through state-designated regional

planning commissions

+ Some transportation services through se

parate entities like MPOs.

Maps of Overlapping Regional Service

Boundaries

« Use the boundaries of the West
Michigan Strategic Alliance ds
an example and look at:

+ Regional economic planning
+ Transportation planning

+ Regional workforce development

« Greg Northrup of WMSA has

dozens of examples if you
haven't seen his slide show
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West Michigan Strategic
Alliance and Surrounding
Counties
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Michigan Planning Boundaries
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INITIAL ECONOMIC
/ DEVELOPMENT
COLLABORATIVES

Reglons
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Authority for Shared Services

Ranges from Local to Regional

Acts 7. & 8 of the Extra Session of 1967 (Intergovernmentail
Transfers of Functions & Responsibilities Act and the Urban
Cooperation Act)

Several statutes authorizing special authorities (sewer and
water, fire, mosquito abatement, etc.) or joint services {joint
planning and zoning)

New statute: Public Act 258 of 2011 {SB 8), the Municipal
Partnership Act

Metropolitan Councils Act, PA 292 of 1989

The first three are principally for local shared services, the last
authorizes metropolitan or regional shared services.

15
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Examples of Regional Shared Services

» Transporiation Infrastruciure
+ Transit
* Airport
« Rail center
« Other Infrastructure
» Sewer and water
« 911 emergency services dispatch
« Cultural, Recreation and Arls Services
+ Museums
+ Parks
s Zoo
» Regional Planning Generally
« Transportation planning
+ Air & water pollution and sensitive area planning
. Homeland security plonning
» Economic development planning
.+ Economic Development Business Services
« Workforce Development
> Adult Education

For More Information on Shared Services

at Regional and Local Levels

SEMCOG — published many case stuclies

Local Government Associations: MTA and MML — provide
assistance to member governments on shared services

Citizens Research Council = Independent research entity with
many publications on service sharing and related topics

Dr. Eric Scorsone & Dr. Mark Skidmore at MSU — research and
analysis on fiscal implications of shared services

U of M Center for Local State and Government Policy —surveys
and analysis on service sharing
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